Introduction
Contemporary language education schemes for refugees and migrants are dominated by monolingual instructional practices that are inconsistent with current understandings both of how people learn (Cummins, 2007; García, 2009; Creese & Blackledge, 2010; Le Nevez, Hélot & Ehrhart, 2010) and of the functioning of the multilingual mind (Jessner, 2006; Cook, 2007; Canagarajah & Wurr, 2011) . Despite the pressing need for education initiatives in support of refugee integration, relatively little research has been conducted on language learning in contexts of forced migration, and even less in circumstances where multiple languages are at use. This article seeks to fill this gap by presenting a case study from Luxembourg. Drawing on a range of linguistic ethnographic data collected at a French course for refugees, it shows how the diverse language resources that teachers and learners bring to the classroom support the process of language learning. By studying how individuals build on the codes and resources accessible to them, it aims to contribute to current theoretical discussions on the affordances of multilingual pedagogies in contexts of migration and refuge. Providing empirical data on the use of translation, translanguaging and receptive multilingualism, the article discusses the relevance of these practices for language learning, especially in societies that are structured around highly diverse flows of people. It is hoped that the findings from this research will stimulate the debate about repertoire building and the need to align migrants' resources to their locally situated educational needs.
Migration and multilingualism in Luxembourg
The Grand Duchy of Luxembourg is a country of immigration. Almost two thirds of its population have a direct or indirect migration background, and cross-border workers account for almost half of the entire workforce (Statec, 2016a) . Increased immigration movements are mainly attributable to Luxembourg's substantial economic success over the past few decades.
As a result, the Grand Duchy is arguably one of the most multilingual countries in the world.
Situated on the Romance-Germanic language border, Luxembourg has a long-standing tradition of multilingualism, which was acknowledged in the language law of 1984. According to the provisions of this law, Luxembourgish is the national language, French the language of the law, and Luxembourgish, German and French are all acknowledged as languages of administration. Hence, multilingualism in Luxembourg is not territory-based but is reflected in different patterns of language use. This distinguishes the Grand Duchy from other multilingual countries in Europe, such as Belgium or Switzerland, where language legislation is governed by geographic distribution.
The above-described triglossic language situation has been substantially reshaped by increased migration movements since the 1950s, mainly from Portugal, Italy, the Balkan States and the Cape Verde Islands. Local multilingualism has been further enriched by the languages of other foreign nationals residing in the Grand Duchy. According to the national office of statistics (Statec, 2016b) , the country now counts more than 170 different nationalities, including Syrians and Iraqis who, fleeing war and political unrest, have applied for asylum in Luxembourg [1] .
Against this backdrop, Luxembourg constitutes an intriguing research setting for exploring the possibilities and complexities inherent to the process of language learning in multilingual societies. In fact, no Luxembourger is believed to be monolingual: moving fluidly back and forth between a multitude of languages is a communication method in its own right and members of the local society are believed to excel in it. Official government policies in Luxembourg continually draw upon the rhetoric of multilingualism to support claims about the country's openness and multicultural spirit. This (self-ascribed) openness, along with the legal recognition of three languages -Luxembourgish, German and French -is expected to facilitate the integration of foreign nationals. Nonetheless, this situation might appear puzzling to new arrivals from regions characterised by a 'monolingual habitus' (Gogolin, 1997) and a rather limited presence of Luxembourg's main languages. Mannan, a refugee from Aleppo (Syria) who sought international protection in Luxembourg, described his situation as difficult and unsettled:
It's difficult to live here. We have three languages, three new languages. It's difficult to learn three languages at once. Because of that I learn French right now. The rest I don't know.
Mannan's uncertainty is understandable in light of present-day language ideological debates.
In general, new arrivals are strongly advised to enrol in French classes, as it is believed to improve their employability chances. Mannan recounts this expectation:
It wasn't my choice, but everybody here says you must learn French if you want work, if you want to study, if you want to do anything, you must learn French.
At the same time, ideologies situating Luxembourgish in the position of the 'sole language of integration' are gaining more prominence. Needless to say, Luxembourgish is the language resource new arrivals are least likely to have in their communicative repertoires. In this respect, Horner and Weber (2008) Mannan's point of view gives a somehow ambiguous status to language resources outside the recognised trilingual model, such as Portuguese or Italian. This is perhaps not surprising in view of the mainstream media discourses around language, nationality and integration, which imply that societal multilingualism is problematic, especially when it breaks away from the prescribed trilingual-plus-English paradigm (Horner & Weber, 2008; Horner, 2015) . Yet, multilingual practices are widespread and attitudes towards multilinguals are rather favourable as demonstrated by previous research (Franziskus & Gilles, 2012; de Bres, 2014) .
The specific features of Luxembourg's language situation seemingly create favourable conditions for multilingual pedagogies. Relatively little research has been conducted on language education initiatives in support of the integration of forced migrants, and even less in circumstances as diverse as Luxembourg offers. In view of this, the article explores how teachers and learners embrace multilingual affordances in the context of a French language course for refugees. The theoretical framework for the analysis and the methodological complexities that emerged during the research are explained in the following section.
Language learning in contexts of forced migration: theoretical considerations
The dominant discourse in most EU countries underlines the idea that it is immigrants' duty to learn the respective national languages, for integration's sake (Van Avermaet, 2009 ).
Luxembourg is no exception. For new arrivals, the acquisition of local languages is undoubtedly a form of personal enrichment. In circumstances of forced migration, however, to talk of traditional second or foreign language learning would be grossly misleading. Refugees do not acquire the languages of the mainstream society for the mere reason of approximating native speakers' performances. Languages form part of their everyday lived experiences and a failure to adapt to the new language situation can cause alienation in terms of identity. Owing to the rupture with the country of origin, feelings of linguistic insecurity are often highly salient.
In line with the argumentation put forward by Blommaert and Backus (2011) , forced migrants' repertoires are seen as inventories of resources that have been accumulated in order to operate within the norms and expectations that govern social life. As the Luxembourgish example well illustrates, multilingual modes of communication can be part of these norms. Whenever new language resources are acquired, this changes the balance of the individual's communicative repertoire (Rymes, 2014) . More specifically, García (2009) writes of recursive language acquisition, where the language learnt at a later stage shapes the competence of the language acquired earlier, and both mutually influence each other to move in new directions. Although the concept was introduced primarily to explain bilingual education, it equally applies to multilingual environments.
Upon arrival, refugees are offered language education schemes, the primary aim of which is to promote the dominant languages of the receiving society. Meanwhile, their complex repertoires consisting of other language resources are often neglected. In our view, this line of action does not acknowledge the complexity of language learning in societies where multiple languages are at use on a daily basis. This raises crucial questions: What happens if the multilingual realities of teachers and learners are introduced to the classroom?
How can their diverse language resources support the process of learning? This article seeks to answer these and similar questions.
As argued by Canagarajah and Wurr (2011) , multilinguals bring to the language classroom resources and strengths that monolinguals may not possess. They maintain that it is not a shared grammar that enables communication, but communicative practices and strategies that are used to negotiate language differences: 'these strategies are not a form of knowledge or cognitive competence, but a form of resourcefulness that speakers employ in the unpredictable communicative situations they encounter' (Canagarajah & Wurr, 2011, p. 2) .
From this perspective, multilingual orientation to language acquisition is intertwined with repertoire building. Rather than aiming for total competence in individual languages, multilinguals prefer developing a range of codes for a range of purposes.
Out of the numerous multilingual practices used by refugees, this article focuses on translation, translanguaging and receptive multilingualism, as these have been the most salient features in our research context. The use of learners' first languages has been a point of contention in foreign language education. As summarised by Carreres (2006) , proponents of audiolingual and communicative methods consider the use of the mother tongue counterproductive in the process of acquiring a new language. It is believed to hold learners back from taking the leap to express themselves in the target language. This situation is assumed to be further complicated by the introduction of additional language resources that operate as the bridging language between teachers and learners with differing mother tongues. Some recent thinking on language learning (Byram & Hu, 2013) , however, stresses the potential of translation as a language teaching tool and calls for a reassessment of its role in language pedagogy. While much valuable work has been done in recent years (Calis & Dikilitas, 2012) , we still lack a strong empirical foundation for using translation as an effective pedagogical tool. The ways in which informal translations can become a form of peer support are of special relevance for this research.
The second multilingual practice examined here is translanguaging (García, 2009; Creese & Blackledge, 2010) . In accordance with García and Li Wei (2014) , translanguaging is understood as a dynamic meaning-making process whereby multilingual speakers go beyond the conventional division between languages and modalities. For García (2009) a translanguaging approach to teaching and learning has the potential to liberate the voices of language-minoritised learners. Alongside 'translanguaging', a number of other terms have been coined to describe emerging multilingual practices, such as 'polylingualism' (Jørgensen, 2008) , 'metrolingualism' (Otsuji & Pennycook, 2010) and 'heteroglossia' (Bailey, 2007 Language users employ whatever linguistic features are at their disposal to achieve their communicative aims as best they can, regardless of how well they know the involved languages; this entails that the language users may know -and use -the fact that some of the features are perceived by some speakers as not belonging together. (Jørgensen, Karrebaek, Madsen & Moller, 2011, p. 34) Such an analytic gaze enables a better understanding of how people select different resources and what motivates their choices. This approach brings several advantages as it conceptualises multilingual speech events as a response to precise, locally situated communicative needs (Lüdi, 2006) . The term resources itself presupposes the existence of an active subject who has amassed a repertoire of resources and who activates this repertoire, combining its diverse elements according to his/her needs, knowledge and whims (Lüdi & Py, 2009 ).
The third strategy that allows multilingual language users to accomplish their communicative tasks is receptive multilingualism. A growing number of studies suggest that receptive multilingualism is not limited to typologically close languages. On the contrary, it has been documented in contexts of migration and between speakers of different language families (Rehbein, ten Thije & Verschik, 2011; Franziskus & Gilles, 2012) . Some research suggests that it can also serve as a starting point for language learning (Vetter, 2011) . This article will focus on highly complex cases of receptive multilingualism where interactants have very few resources in each other's languages.
Multilingual classroom ethnography
The data presented in this article were collected in an ongoing doctoral research project [2] . In line with the principles of linguistic ethnography (Copland & Creese, 2015) , these interactional data were complemented by ethnographic fieldwork, including participant Participants were audio-recorded during their usual classroom activities. We used digital recording devices (a notebook and a smartphone) that were placed unobtrusively but close to the research participants, recording from the moment of their arrival at the centre until their departure. Following an initial analysis, selected fragments were transcribed and analysed using interactional sociolinguistics, a discourse-analytical framework proposed by Gumperz (2003) . It combines ethnographic and contextual information with detailed turn-byturn analysis of communicative exchanges in order to understand what participants intend to convey. Our analysis attempts neither to determine the number of languages involved, nor to categorise the elements as strictly belonging to one or the other language. Nevertheless, to adequately illustrate how research participants draw upon their resources, we do indicate in the extracts below whether and how the different items are associated with one or more languages [7] . The languages are marked as follows: French is in regular font, English in bold,
The Version of Record of this manuscript has been published and is available in LANGUAGE AND INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION, 2017 http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10. 1080/14708477.2017.1368149 Portuguese underlined, German in bolded italics and Arabic is written in Arabic script [8] .
English translations are provided in italics. Explanatory comments are indicated in curly brackets. The transcription conventions for the extracts can be found in the Appendix.
How to build on multilingual repertoires?
This analytical section explores some of the multilingual interactional practices that teachers and learners engaged in to make themselves understood and achieve their language learning goals. The recordings and ethnographic observations showed that French, English and Arabic were the most commonly used language resources in the classroom [9] . French, apart from being the target language of the course, appeared to be a valuable communicative resource in the meaning-making process, as shown in the excerpts below. During the initial sessions observed in February 2016, the two language teachers, Marie and Marianne, followed different pedagogical strategies for supporting language learning in this multilingual environment. In her effort to provide maximum linguistic input, Marie insisted that both teachers speak preferably French only, while Marianne saw the use of English as an absolute necessity at the beginning. An explanation for this discrepancy between their views on how to approach a multilingual classroom could be found in their different professional trajectories and ideologies about language teaching. Talking about her experience, Marianne also noted the difference and explained the initial classroom practices as follows:
At the beginning it was good with my English, it really really helped, that I was here, because Marie didn't want to speak English. […] And the vernacular language still has to be English. But otherwise, when they are more often here, we do much less English now. We are trying to do everything in French.
The positioning of English as vernacular language is not unusual in contexts of L2 teaching for immigrants, particularly in Luxembourg. In our view, the strategy of translating into English worked well with some learners, but proved to be insufficient with others. Although both teachers confirmed that most if not all learners within the group had 'some knowledge' of English -accumulated through formal schooling and/or informal channels of learning -the resources they had were not in all instances suitable for metalinguistic reflection or the clarification of exact meanings. For some learners, the contents and explanations were more accessible in French, despite limitations of the A1 level, arguably due to the language exposure they had experienced since arriving in Luxembourg and/or their unique language biographies.
For instance, in his learning process, Ram often referred to Portuguese expressions he had learned from his new neighbours in Luxembourg, who happened to be Lusophones. Interestingly, part of the group saw Marianne's presence as an opportunity to improve their Given that most of the group came from Arabic-speaking countries, the presence of Arabic at each step of the learning process was no surprise. Except for the asylum applicants from the Balkans, Arabic was either the learners' mother tongue or the language of their formal schooling. This explains why the overwhelming part of exchanges between the learners occurred in this language, including metalinguistic reflections, translations, discussions of how to accomplish the tasks and conversations beyond the course contents. It was mainly the more advanced learners, particularly the learners fluent in English, who assumed the role of mediators, providing translation, explanation or clarification where needed. According to Ram, whenever a concept was not understood in French, the group 'pushed the teacher to say it in English', and those who then managed to grasp its meaning translated it to Arabic, which made the 'process of learning much more fluid and much more comfortable'. Obviously, Patrick's gestures, mimic and movements are also important elements of the meaning-making process, suggesting that a range of verbal and non-verbal resources from his communicative repertoire is being deployed.
It must be noted that Patrick is one of the research participants who has a very good command of English. As most of the interactions between him and the researcher (including the initial interview) took place in this language, there is no doubt that he would have had the resources to express himself using lexical items and syntactic structures that fall into the German course for beginners and he was already incorporating some of the newly accumulated resources into his language production (sag mir, nachdem du hier bist). Given the structure and complexity of the phrase, Patrick most likely used machine translation to formulate his thoughts. Nevertheless, the wording of the message already shows a positive attitude and a wish to include German into his communicative repertoire. This is further reinforced in line 9, where he points out that he is now messaging in German as well. As shown here, the languages of the receiving society form an integral part of the learner's everyday experiences and are used for functional purposes from the first day onward. Patrick's deployment of multilingual communication practices is aligned with the initial language learning goals he set for himself:
Every language if you just learn twenty percent I think you can survive, not really to realize the whole language, just a little bit, I think it's enough.
His approach, despite being explained in terms of percentages of knowledge, resembles the ideas of resourcefulness and repertoire-building put forward by Canagarajah and Wurr (2011) .
As it will be demonstrated later, he and some other members of the class not only deploy resources that are labelled as belonging to separate languages, but they actively draw on the lexical and structural features these languages share.
Returning now to the analysis of the audio-recorded interaction, the subsequent part of the exchange between Patrick and Marianne shows question-answer turns on how to indicate negation in French:
Extract 4: 'Pas compris' The typological proximity of the languages spoken in Luxembourg has been a recurring topic in his discourse as well. In Patrick's view, the common structural and functional properties these languages share will to a large extent facilitate his language learning process. This is well illustrated by the following quote: previous translation went unnoticed and repeats it, this time more explicitly (line 13). The conversation continues in a similar fashion until the group formulates the complete phrase. As we have seen, interactants occasionally use language resources that do not form part of their interlocutors' active repertoire. This, however, does not necessarily obstruct or impede the flow of the exchange; quite to the contrary, mutual understanding is achieved after few turns.
As a result, both Extracts 5 and 6 document reduced forms of what has been described as receptive multilingualism.
Discussion
While recognising the limitations of this study, we believe to have provided sufficient arguments to maintain that the introduction of additional languages to the classroom not only transformed the interactional mechanisms, creating a more participatory and empowering environment, but also facilitated the accomplishment of learning tasks. Permitting the learners to use their first language(s)/other languages from their repertoire enabled them to verify their understanding, organise their ideas and choose more precise phrasings to explain their thoughts to the teachers and class. Thus, informal translations became a vehicle for learning, as evidenced by the many instances of learners drawing on each other's knowledge. Similarly, the article provided a nuanced view of how receptive multilingualism and translanguaging were deployed to enhance mutual understanding. For outsiders, the way interlocutors selected and combined different resources might seem chaotic, but it was the very thing that allowed some learners to get involved in the classroom exchanges in the first place. The fact that these multilingual interactions were perceived as legitimate uses of language shows a shift away from a deficit model of learners and learning.
The group seemed to embrace the affordances of multilingual classroom practices with relative ease. This might be explained to some extent by the language situation learners and teachers experience on a daily basis: the use of multiple languages within a single speech event is rather common in Luxembourg. In our view, this familiarity with multilingual modes of communication translated into classroom practice to a certain extent. Nonetheless, it was still surprising how often teachers and learners drew upon elements from languages they had no extensive competence in. In this sense, the introduction of multiple languages created a learning space that helped the group to see the local languages as new functional resources in their growing repertoires. This insight is of special importance in contexts of forced migration, where learners need to become users of the languages they are learning from the first day onward. Hence, this contribution can be seen as a first step towards defining a repertoirebuilding approach that would equip refugees with adequate resources to successfully navigate local life in societies where multiple languages are at use.
To conclude, the communicative exchanges documented in this article allowed us to make visible the diverse resources that teachers and learners brought to the classroom. The examples shown here demonstrated how multilingual practices such as translation, translanguaging and receptive multilingualism supported the meaning-making process, even in those cases where the interactants had very few resources in each other's languages. In numerous instances, these practices provided an excellent starting point for language learning, be it in the form of metalinguistic reflection, clarification of exact meanings, utilisation of newly acquired skills or learners making their voices heard. While the findings need to be interpreted in light of the small scale of the study, they do shed light on some of the opportunities that emerge with a multilingual orientation. Further research is needed to investigate to what extent the theorisation presented here holds true in other contexts and more advanced levels. Another promising research avenue could be to explore whether and how multilingual pedagogies come to be accepted and legitimated across a variety of educational settings. There is growing support for approaches that consider language as a resource and promote the use of communicative repertoires: a useful step forward would be to examine the possible implications for language testing and assessment, especially in contexts of forced migration. Endnotes 1. Luxembourg's language situation is not described in detail here. For a comprehensive overview, see Horner and Weber (2008) .
2. 'Researcher' here refers to the author of the article.
3. CEFR level A1 is the lowest level of generative language use: the point at which learners can interact in a simple way, ask and answer simple questions about themselves, and respond to simple statements in areas of immediate need.
4. The centre's teachers, Marie and Marianne, expressed a wish to have their contributions recognised with their real names. The asylum applicants opted for pseudonymity and we agreed on a name with each of them during the consent process.
5. At the beginning of the course, 13 learners were enrolled, but class attendance was rather irregular.
The asylum seekers had frequent appointments with lawyers, social workers and authorities, which prevented them from attending the sessions as often as they would have wished to. The irregular attendance had major consequences for the selection of research participants: the researcher managed to establish trust with and recruit only those learners who could attend the classes with higher regularity. Ram was interviewed in Arabic with the help of a research assistant, Yacine, who assumed the role of English-Arabic interpreter. As to the mode, consecutive interpreting was agreed upon with the interview participants. According to Yacine, there were only a few instances where dialectal differences became salient; in these cases, mutual understanding was achieved through paraphrasing in Arabic. Translation software and multimodal aids (pictures, maps, newspaper articles and videos) were used on occasion as well, in particular when the research participants found it hard to express their ideas using verbal resources only. An important source of data was informal interviews and brief discussions with research participants. These occurred mostly in English and French. The quotations included in the article were all formulated in English by the research participants and/or the person interpreting. Upon the participants' request, filler words, false starts and irregular grammatical features have been removed.
7. In the process of transcribing, we encountered difficulties in deciding how to label certain features.
For instance, in Extract 3 line 6, 'okay' could have been marked either as English or French. Since the rest of the utterance is analysed as French, we decided to leave the word in regular font and treat it as an item belonging to the French lexicon. Thus, not-switching is the default option in the representation of the data set. The same logic has been followed in similar cases. In Extract 6 line 5, the word 'repetir' also creates some confusion: one might argue that the research participant had in mind the French verb répéter' or even the English equivalent 'repeat'. The pronunciation was ambiguous; hence, the decision to categorise the item as a Portuguese-sounding word was based on contextual clues. Some items were difficult to attribute to any language. In Extract 3 line 5, Patrick pronounces some words that resemble the French personal pronoun 'tu', and we analysed them as such. Nevertheless, the sounds he pronounced could have belonged to a different language system as well. 'Per favor' (Extract 6 line 12) is a Catalan expression; however, bearing in mind the language biographies of the research participants, it was labelled as a Portuguese item pronounced with an altered pronunciation. 
